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REMARKS 

Caaiins land 26 -27 have beeo amended, aaims 28 -29 have been added. Nonew 
roatter has been introduced with these amendments or added claims, all of which are supported in 
the specification as origtaaUy filed. Claims 1 - 7, 16, 20 - 21, and 26 - 29 arc now hi the 
(^Ucation. 

L Rqection under 35 U.S.C. 6103 

Page 3 of the Office Action dated December 23, 2005 (hereinafter, "the Office Action") 
states that Claims 1 - 2, 4 - 5, 16, 20 - 21, and 26 - 27 are Kijected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable ovct U. S. Patent 6,792,466 to Saulpaugh et al. QieretnaDer, *'Saulpaugh")- 
Page 7 of tiie Office Action states that Claims 3, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being uiqwlsntable over Saulpaugh in view of Extensible Mailcup Language (XML) 1 .0, a 
publication of W3C (hereinafter, "the XML specification"). These rejections aie respectfUly 
traversed. 

Applicant has amended his independent Claims 1 , 26, and 27 herein to more clearly 
specify lunitations of his invention, hi particular, these claims e^qplidtly specify '^genoating 
code for die message ^tax definitions in the located structured language specification, 
a«>nTrfing in f^ ^dfyyeneiatt ^yp puiAmce !»peeified in a cbmamicallv-sekieted one of a tim^ of 
i5it^fniaptv.gp ecific code-ceneration templates that eadi specify guidance for generating code in a 
dififereirt prDq rT'"'Tniff1R }m?^Fr the guidance specified as an usage of code to be generated in 
Chat i»ogremming langua^ and c<»oprisii% syntax illdi '^a^♦^"p where portions of the message 
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syntax definitions are to be substituted for portions of tbe specified itoagp ..." (Claim 1. Knes 13 - 
23, enq>basis added). 

Applicant lespectfiilly submits that Ssnlpaugh has no teadring, nor any suggestion, of 
these claim HmitatiOTO. The Office Action cites (on Page 2> ool, 24, lines 10 - 20 and Unes 37 - 
45 as "disclos[ing] the functionality of ten^lates". AppUcant respectfully disagtees with this 
characterization of Saulpangh. Saiilpaugh explicitly states, in a number of places, that the 
"pieces" used by Ids gate fectoiy to constjwt a gate in one embodiment are (1) the XML schema 
and (2) the URI of the service. See Abstract, tines 11 - 13; col 7, lines 60 - 62; and col. 20, lines 
26 - 29. In another embodiment, aft authentication credential is also used. See Abstract, lines 13 
- 16; ool. 7, lines 62 - 65; and col. 20, lines 29 - 32. However, Applicant's claimed technique 
uses "message syntax definitions in tile ... structured language specificatirai [e.g., a schema}" 
(Claim 1, lilies 13 - 14) and "code genoation guidance specified in a .„ template" (Claim 1 , lines 
14 - 15), and Apidicant finds no mention of anything used by Saulpau^'s gate ftctoiy tiiat 
conesponds to Applicants '^language-specific code^eneration templates". 

Furtiietmore, AppUcant has clarified his independent claims to mote clearly specify flwt 
the template used for code gooeratioa is dynamically selected fiom among pluialifa of 
language-specific code-generation templates that each specify [code generation] guidance ... 
dififereat programmiag language" (Claim 1, lines 13 - 16, emphasis added). Saulpaugh has no 
teaching, nor any suggestion, of a code generation pitXMss tiiat can be used in ihi^ 
gieoerate code in a ^amieallv-selected i»ogramming lai^age (that is, m a piogcamming 
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language for which code-generation guidance is spedfied in a dynamicaUy-setected template ibat 
is selected fiom among a plurality of templates for different ptogtamming languages). 

Instead, the text fimm col. 24, lines 10 -20 that is cited fi»r teaching 'template 
fimcttonality" discusses wsosing pieces of the coostruded See col. 24, lines 12-14, staStig 
that "Certain portions of each aate (i.c, each message enc^intj may be the same, and thus may 
be reused ftom gale to ^te, such as parts of the messi^ verification code." (emi^is adde^ 
lines 16 - 17 refer to these reused pieces as "common code", and lines 18 - 20 cite an example 
where the teused pieces are for handling the message layer over varying transports of diiBsrent 
gates. 

Whereas Saulpangh's reused pieces are c<»nmoa code lesnltine ftom the code graieration 
process. Applicant's templates are ngt something a£i£sddimng the code generation process, biit 
rather are an ffiSQtt to the code generation process. (SeeClaimt,)inBsl3-l5,specil5nng1hattiie 
code being generated is generated *'aocon]it% to" code-geneiatian guidance in the selected 
template.) 

The text ftom col. 24, lines 37 - 45 that is cited for teaching "template ftmctlonality" 
ref«s to a "Java dynamic proi^ class''. Applicant respectfully submits ttiat this text is not 
relevant to his claimed invention. This passage ftom Saulpaugh is discussing a scenario Tifdiere 
the code fliat mi^ be generated would run "in the same Java Virtual Machine as die client 
a(^lication% and explaming ftat use of reflection "may be fester than sendhig a message" (col. 
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• 24, lines 38 - 43)* That is» if the code to be generated will run in the same tnachine as the code 
with which it will interact, Saulpaugh states that it is more efficient to simply query the (local) 
object for its values than to geoctate code (a "gpte'O to send a message to that local object This 
is not lelevairt to **language-specific code-generation templates ..7" as such ate specified in 
Applicant's independent claims. 

On p. 5 of the Office Action, this text fiom col- 24, lines 37 - 45 is discussed again, where 
the Office Action states that Saulpaugh **does not explicitly disclose that the 'Java dynamic proxy 
dass' is created witfi respect to the definitions in thd structured language s^ification'% and then 
states that "It would have been obvious ... to r^lace the iunctionality of (he 'gale factoty' „ " 
(emphasis added). Applicant respectfiaiy submits that this is clearly distinct from his claimed 
invention. That is, If it is "obvious'' to replace Saulpaugh's •'gale factory", i.e., Saulpaugh's cgde 
^etator functionality, then this result - which therefore has no code generator^ and is using 
reflection msteadof code generation is something distinct fixmi Applicant's claimed class 
libtaiy [gp de j generating method/system/computer program product. 

Also on p. 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner admits that Saulpaugh does not 
"explicitly^' disclose the crealion of a class library^ This is the subject matter to which 
Applicant's claims aie directed, and given 4iat Saulpau^ does not disclose Ihis function. 
Applicant respectfully submits that his independent claims^ which each soecifv 
"programmatically generating a class lil»ary" in their preamble, are patentable over Saulpaugh, 
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Page 2 of the Office Action states that "use of class Kbraries' was well fcoow[n] in the 



art". Applicant respectfully suhmits that his claimed invention is m directed toward m of class 
i.Titariac^ tint fatfier to prooraHmuOuxiUv gengatjpg class libraries. 

Accoidingly» Applicant lespectfijlly submits Aat his independent Qaims 1, 26, and 27 are 
patentable over Saulpaugh, and that his dependent Claims 2 - 7, 16, and 20 - 21 (as well as added 
Oaims 28 - 29) are patentable {Inter alia) by virtue of ttwir dependency thereupon. The 
Bxaminer is Aerefore lespectfidly requested to withdtaw the §103 nejections. 

n. ConcLiisian 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideiatitn) of the pending rejected dairos, 
witiidiawal of all presoitiy outstanding rejections, and allowance of aO. rema i ning claims at an 



early date. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Maicla L. Doidiet 
Attorney fbr Applicant 
Reg. No, 40,999 
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